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Abstract 
Bullying, both traditional and cyber, have been associated with several negative 
outcomes for students, and teachers have been identified as potential targets for 
prevention and intervention of bullying occurrences. The importance of bystanders has 
been recognized; however, there are few studies that examine personal characteristics that 
relate to the five bystander behaviors within the Bystander Intervention Model (notice the 
event, interpret as an emergency, accept responsibility, know what to do, and act) . This 
study examined personal characteristics (e .g . ,  affective empathy and perceived level of 
bullying seriousness) and their relation to each of the five steps of the Bystander 
Intervention Model in Bullying for both traditional bullying and cyberbullying. With a 
sample of 1 50 teachers, results showed a positive and significant relationship between 
affective empathy and engagement in each step of the Bystander Intervention Model for 
traditional bullying. Additionally, affective empathy was positively and significantly 
related to two of the steps within the model (notice the event and take responsibility) for 
cyberbullying. Finally, results supported a positive relationship between perceived level 
of bullying seriousness for two steps of the model (notice the event and interpret as an 
emergency) for traditional bullying. General frequency of teacher intervention was also 
found in this study. Implications for teacher involvement in bullying prevention and 
intervention are discussed. 
Keywords: bullying, traditional bullying, cyberbullying, teachers, school, empathy, 
perceived seriousness 
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Introduction 
Bullying is the most prevalent form of violence in schools and affects a large 
number of students (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006). The prevalence of bullying is concerning 
due to its negative impact on social, emotional and physical health, and academic 
performance (Kowalski & Limber, 20 1 3) .  There are two major types of bullying, 
traditional and cyberbullying, and researchers have shown that being a victim of 
traditional bullying significantly increases the likelihood of being cyberbullied 
(Gradinger, Strohmeier, & Spiel, 2009). Further, victims of both types of bullying 
(traditional and cyber) have the highest risk of poor adjustment and negative outcomes 
(Gradinger et al . ,  2009). Recent literature shows stability in traditional bullying and a 
rise in cyberbullying (Hymel & Swearer, 20 1 5) ,  especially in the school setting (Bauman 
& Del Rio, 2006), indicating a need for prevention and intervention of negative outcomes 
for today's youth. 
Teachers are a critical component of bullying prevention and intervention because 
the majority of bullying occurs in a school setting (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006) and 
teachers have been shown to be impactful in combating bullying (Flaspohler, Elfstrom, 
Vanderzee, Sink, & Birchmeier, 2009) . Teachers are often overlooked as an integral part 
of bullying prevention and intervention efforts, possibly due to their lack of intervention 
in bullying situations (Yoon & Bauman, 20 1 4 ; Veenstra, Lindenberg, Huitsing, Sainio, & 
Salmivalli, 20 1 4) .  However, although a large majority of bullying is reported to teachers 
or personally witnessed by teachers (Newman, Frey, & Jones, 20 1 0), intervention occurs 
in only about one in four cases (Veenstra et al . ,  20 1 4  ). This disconnect is unfortunate, as 
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teacher intervention is associated with reduced bullying occurrences and victimization 
(Flaspohler et al . ,  2009). 
Researchers have examined teacher intervention and proposed common teacher 
characteristics (empathy and perceived level of bullying seriousness) related to 
intervention (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006; Boulton, Hardcastle, Down, Fowles, & 
Simmonds, 20 1 4; Yoon, 2004). Individuals who indicate higher empathy towards 
victims and perceived levels of bullying seriousness have a greater likelihood of 
intervening in bullying situations (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006 ; Boulton et al . ,  20 1 4; Yoon, 
2004). This positive relationship suggests that these characteristics are related to and 
necessary for teacher intervention. 
The Bystander Intervention Model (Latane & Darley, 1 970), which consists of 
five sequential and necessary steps for intervention (notice an event, interpret it as an 
emergency, take responsibility, have knowledge, intervene), offers a plausible 
explanation for why teachers fail to intervene to help victims of bullying. Effective 
intervention occurs through engagement in each step of the model, therefore, a lack of 
preparedness and involvement in the specific steps could explain a lack of teacher 
intervention in bullying situations. The current study strives to measure characteristics 
that predict teachers' willingness to intervene in bullying situations by testing the 
theoretical model of bystander intervention. Assessment of these factors can inform and 
evaluate teacher intervention. 
Literature Review 
Definition of Bullying. Understanding the definition of bullying and having a 
consistent interpretation is critical for prevention and intervention of bullying because 
7 
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variation in definitions can have implications for the assessment of the construct, and can 
misinform prevention and intervention strategies (Swearer, Espelage, Vaillancourt, & 
Hymel, 20 1 0). Bullying is a form of interpersonal aggression with three distinct traits, a 
power imbalance, a repetitive nature, and direct intent (Hymel & Swearer, 20 1 5) .  
Bullying can be broken down into two categories, traditional, or  face-to-face, and 
cyberbullying, which occurs through electronic mediums. Within traditional bullying, 
there are typically three types: physical, verbal, and relational bullying. Physical bullying 
consists of direct physical harm, such has punching or kicking; verbal bullying consists of 
verbal threats or taunts;  and relational bullying consists of hurting someone' s  reputation 
or relationships, for example leaving someone out on purpose (Hymel & Swearer, 20 1 5) .  
Further, there are two methods of bullying, direct and indirect. Physical and verbal 
bullying fall into the category of direct bullying, while relational bullying is considered 
an indirect method (Bauman & Hurley, 2005). 
Traditional bullying has been the focus of bullying research for many decades, 
with cyberbullying recently emerging in the empirical literature . Traditional bullying 
occurs through non-electronic means and consists of physical, verbal, and relational 
bullying. These forms can be either direct or indirect in nature with the distinct 
difference being that direct bullying is enacted directly towards the victim and, therefore, 
the bully is easily identified; and indirect bullying is enacted through a third party, so the 
bully is not as easily known (Dooley, Pyzalski, & Cross, 2009). Face-to-face bullying 
typically occurs in settings where other people are present, which prolongs and maintains 
the abuse of the target of the bullying behaviors (Dooley et al . ,  2009) . Cyberbullying is a 
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relatively new construct that is similar to traditional bullying, but has unique defining 
features (Dooley et al . ,  2009) . 
9 
Cyberbullying is defined as "willful and repeated harm inflicted through the use 
of computers, cell phones, and other electronic devices" (Sabella, Patchin, & Hinduja, 
20 1 3 ,  p. 2704) and is thought to be more detrimental than traditional bullying because of 
the intensity, frequency, anonymity of the attacker, and their ability to attack at any time 
or place (Sabella et al . ,  20 1 3) .  Similar to traditional bullying, cyberbullying has three 
distinct traits, a power imbalance between the bully and the victim, repetition, and 
intentionality . These three features occur in all widely accepted definitions of bullying 
and, therefore, are important for understanding bullying behaviors and creating 
differentiation between aggression and the act of bullying. The repetitive nature of the 
act is an important feature, because it excludes infrequent cases of aggression. Further, 
acts of bullying can come in multiple forms within the two categories, traditional and 
cyberbullying; therefore, the repetitive nature is more problematic and harmful than the 
specific behavior. In regards to cyberbullying, the repetitive nature is difficult to define 
because in some cases the act may be a single occurrence (e.g. ,  posting an embarrassing 
photo on social media), but it may be relived through ongoing viewing (e.g., other people 
sharing posts or images with their friends) . Therefore, the repetitive component of the 
cyberbullying definition is not as critical as it is in traditional forms of bullying (Dooley 
et al . ,  2009) . 
Another distinct feature of bullying behaviors is the power imbalance between the 
bully and the victim. In regards to cyberbullying, the power imbalance is especially 
difficult to operationalize and assess due to varying perceptions among individuals .  
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Research suggests that cyberbullying is more detrimental than traditional bullying 
because it can occur at any time or place (Sabella et al . ,  20 1 3) .  This is a form of power 
imbalance because the victim is unable to escape the harmful act that the bully is ensuing 
on them, which may make them feel powerless or not in control. 
Prevalence and Outcomes Related to Bullying 
Bullying is the most prevalent form of violence in the schools and is a form of 
aggression that affects the largest number of students (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006) . 
Traditional and cyberbullying have been empirically shown to have a variety of negative 
outcomes on individuals '  social, emotional and physical health and academic 
performance (Kowalski & Limber, 201 3) .  Kowalski and Limber (20 1 3) examined 93 1 
middle and high school students through a survey that measured their personal 
experiences with events of traditional and cyberbullying. In regards to traditional 
bullying, participants completed a modified version of the Olweus Bullying 
Questionnaire . Participants completed a series of questions rated on a Likert type scale 
about cyberbullying. Information was collected on depression, anxiety, self-esteem, 
physical well-being, school attendance, and academic performance .  Results showed that 
approximately fifteen percent of participants reported being traditionally-bullied and ten 
percent reported being cyberbullied in the past couple of months. Further, there was a 
significant relationship between traditional forms of bullying and anxiety and between 
cyberbullying and depression. This study added to the literature on the adverse effects 
that both traditional and cyberbullying have on today ' s youth. 
Research has shown that individuals who are victims of traditional bullying are 
more likely to be victims of cyberbullying. Individuals who experienced both types of 
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bullying (traditional and cyber) had the highest risk of poor adjustment including 
aggressive, depressive, and somatic symptoms (Gradinger et al . ,  2009). The majority of 
bullying, both traditional and cyber, occurs in the school setting (Bauman & Del Rio, 
2006) and it is critical that prevention and intervention occur to prevent or reduce the 
negative effects it has on students. 
Teacher Characteristics that Influence Intervention in Bullying 
Teachers play a vital role in the prevention and mitigation of the effects of 
bullying, but the literature shows that teachers struggle with their role and have 
perceptions and beliefs that influence their willingness and ability to respond effectively 
to bullying situations. A majority of teachers and students fall into the role of the 
bystander, which is an individual who lacks participation in bullying situations. 
Bystanders make up the majority of individuals who encounter bullying and can 
successfully abate victimization, which makes them an important target for bullying 
prevention and intervention (Polanin, Espelage, & Pigott, 20 1 2) .  Peer bystanders can 
reduce bullying through intervention by reporting the incident, asking an adult for help, 
taking actions to stop the bullying, or providing support to the victim (Espelage, Green, 
& Polanin, 2011). Espelage et al. (2011) found that the majority of intervention 
techniques used by active bystanders were effective in reducing bullying. Bullying 
prevention and intervention programs can assist in promoting bystander intervention in 
bullying (Polanin et al . ,  20 1 2) .  Polanin et al . (20 1 2) found that bullying prevention 
programs that emphasized shifting peer bystander behavior supportive of intervention 
were more successful in the reduction of bullying occurrences. 
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Teachers as well have the ability to mitigate the negative effects of bullying 
(Flaspohler et al . ,  2009), but often struggle with translating research into effective 
practice (Bradshaw, 20 1 5) .  The majority of bullying takes place in the classroom and on 
the playground because children interact the most in these environments (Fekkes, Pijpers, 
& Verloove-Vanhorick, 2005) .  Fekkes et al . (2005) found that the highest prevalence of 
bullying occurred on the playground, which suggests that more supervision is needed in 
this setting. This is consistent with research that has shown that the level of bullying is 
lower in schools where there is a higher teacher density in areas with known incidences 
of bullying (e .g . ,  recess and the lunch room) ; (Olweus, 1 993) .  
Further, the literature has shown that teachers tend to notice direct bullying more 
often than indirect bullying and although they typically have an accurate definition of 
bullying, there is a disconnect between the definition and the perception of bullying that 
is occurring. For example, Migliaccio (20 1 4) found that teachers who exhibit an accurate 
definition of bullying are only aware of about one-third of all bullying that is occurring in 
their school. This gap between understanding the definition of bullying and being able to 
recognize and effectively respond to it is problematic in the school setting. Teachers may 
underestimate the incidence of bullying because their definition and perception vary 
greatly from that of students (Naylor, Cowie, Cossin, Bettencourt, & Lemme, 2006). 
Compared to students, Naylor et al . (2006) found that teachers were significantly less 
likely to include the different forms of bullying (physical, verbal, relational, and cyber) in 
their definition, despite their identification of the three characteristics of bullying 
(intentionality, power imbalance, repetition) . The variation among definitions affects 
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accurate reporting of incidences and the implementation of effective strategies to prevent 
and intervene in bullying events (Naylor et al., 2006). 
Teachers are often ineffective at reducing bullying because even when they are 
aware of bullying, they only intervene in one in four cases of bullying behavior (Veenstra 
et al., 2014). An explanation for this is that teachers often perceive occurrences of 
bullying differently than students. For example, teachers often do not perceive relational 
aggression as bullying, or may perceive it to be less serious than other forms of bullying 
(e.g., physical or verbal); (Veenstra et al., 2014). This results in students perceiving that 
teachers are unable to support or protect them in instances of bullying, which leads to a 
decrease in student reports of bullying. Veenstra et al. (2014) suggested that teachers 
who exert effort to decrease bullying promote an antibullying norm within their 
classroom, which significantly decreases peer victimization. These findings indicate that 
teachers have the ability to influence helping behaviors that reduce bullying and, 
therefore, are an important target for prevention and intervention efforts (Veenstra et al., 
2014). 
There are reoccurring themes in the individual characteristics that influence 
teachers' willingness and ability to respond to events of bullying. Commonly, these have 
consisted of the amount of empathy felt towards the victim and their perceived level of 
seriousness of bullying occurrences. Research on each of these characteristics is 
summarized below. 
Empathy. Empathy is a critical factor to consider when examining teacher 
responses to bullying situations because empathy is a predictor of prosocial helping 
behavior (Newman et al., 2010). Having empathy allows teachers to share common 
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feelings and understanding towards victims of bullying, which makes them more likely to 
attempt to intervene in the bullying behavior (Boulton et al., 2014). 
Yoon (2004) examined teachers' level of empathy toward victims of bullying and 
the influence it had on their willingness to intervene in bullying situations. Results 
showed that teachers with higher levels of empathy towards victims of bullying were 
more likely to intervene in bullying situations. In addition, Dedousis-Wallace, Shute, 
Varlow, Murrihy, and Kidman (2014) concluded that teachers that were more likely to 
intervene in bullying had higher levels of empathy for the victim. Another study 
provided teachers with vignettes of traditional and cyberbullying incidents and had them 
rate their empathy towards the victim on a Likert type scale. Empathy was a significant 
predictor of intervention in each type of bullying, with descending order being physical, 
verbal, cyber, relational. This research indicates that higher levels of empathy are 
positively related to the likelihood of intervention (Boulton et al., 2014). A similar study 
found that teachers had significantly less empathy for victims of relational bullying than 
victims of physical or verbal bullying, which significantly decreased their likelihood of 
intervention (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006). Similarly, Yoon and Kerber (2003) found that 
higher empathy was related to increased teacher involvement in bullying situations. 
However, this relationship was significantly less for relational bullying than it was for 
physical and verbal forms of bullying. Teachers who empathize more with victims of 
bullying may be more responsive to students' needs, while less empathetic teachers may 
dismiss bullying as unimportant (Newman et al., 2010). 
Perceived Level of Seriousness. Perceived level of seriousness of bullying 
occurrences is another important factor that influences teachers' willingness to intervene. 
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The literature has shown that perceptions of seriousness predicted teacher involvement in 
bullying incidents (Ellis & Shute, 2007). Yoon and Kerber (2003) found that teachers are 
less likely to intervene in bullying situations that they perceive to be less serious in nature 
and when an intervention does occur, the teacher utilizes more lenient strategies. Yoon 
(2004) found that perceived level of seriousness accounted for the majority of the 
variance when looking at characteristics that influence teachers to intervene in bullying 
situations. Similarly, Dedousis-Wallace et al. (2014) concluded that of three common 
characteristics, perceived seriousness of bullying was higher in individuals that reported 
to be more likely to intervene in bullying events. 
Research suggests that teachers are more likely to intervene when they witness the 
bullying themselves and when certain types of bullying are occurring (Newman et al., 
2010). Teachers typically tend to intervene in bullying situations that they consider more 
serious and let students deal with instances that they consider less serious. Physical and 
verbal bullying is perceived as more serious than relational forms of bullying. For 
example, teachers rated the seriousness of different bullying behaviors with decreasing 
order being spitting, name calling, and dirty looks. This is consistent with previous 
research showing that teachers often consider verbal and physical bullying to be more 
serious than relational bullying (Ellis & Shute, 2007) and teachers are up to five times 
more likely to intervene in these forms of bullying (Yoon & Kerber, 2003). Boulton et 
al. (2014) found that severity scores were significantly different for the four types of 
bullying with physical bullying having the highest rating and relational bullying having 
the lowest. Controlling for shared variance, seriousness was found to be a unique 
predictor of teacher intervention. This is problematic because relational bullying is more 
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strongly linked with emotional distress than physical bullying and is highly predictive of 
social and psychological problems. Further, physical forms of bullying tend to diminish 
as age increases, but relational bullying does not. Although relational bullying is 
extremely problematic for children, it often goes unnoticed, or is considered less severe 
than other forms of bullying. Research suggests that teachers are more inclined to 
perceive physical bullying as severe because they can readily determine the severity of 
the incident and assess direct harm to the victim. Similarly, teachers have the same 
experience with verbal bullying because the severity of language is more easily assessed 
in terms of vulgarity. On the other hand, teachers are less apt to intervene in relational 
bullying due to the subjectivity of determining the severity of the occurrence (Bauman & 
Del Rio, 2006). 
Witnessing the event is another large predictor of teacher intervention, which is 
problematic because the majority of bullying events occur in peer groups where adult 
supervision is limited (Hymel & Swearer, 2015). Teachers are better at noticing direct 
forms of bullying rather than indirect forms (Migliaccio, 2014 ), which may explain why 
physical bullying is related to a higher likelihood of perceived seriousness and 
intervention, because it is more easily and commonly observed. Further, it may be more 
difficult for teachers to observe relational bullying, due to its discrete nature, which in 
tum decreases their perceived seriousness of that form of bullying (Newman et al., 2010). 
Teachers rely heavily on students to inform them of incidents of relational bullying. A 
recent study examined teacher observation and student report and found that teacher 
observation was a stronger predictor of teacher involvement when compared to student 
reports (Novick & Isaacs, 2010). This is problematic because often times it may not be 
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visible that the victim is distressed, so a child that internalizes pain may not receive 
adequate teacher intervention (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006). 
The Bystander Effect 
17 
Researchers have proposed a phenomenon, referred to as the bystander effect, that 
explains why adults do not intervene in emergency situations (Latane & Darley, 1968). 
This phenomenon has been the focus of social psychological research for decades due to 
public attention centered on a brutal murder of a young woman. In 1964, Kitty Genovese 
was brutally murdered while thirty-eight people watched from the safety of their 
apartments, but did nothing to intervene (Latane & Darley, 1968). The bystander effect 
was a theory introduced by Latane and Darley ( 1968) to explain why these individuals 
did not take action to intervene in the event. They proposed that when individuals are 
one of many bystanders witnessing an emergency, they become less likely to intervene, 
which is a phenomenon they referred to as diffusion of responsibility. Individuals who 
are alone when they notice an emergency feel responsible for dealing with it; but 
individuals who are in the presence of others when an emergency occurs feel as though 
their responsibility is lessened, which makes them less likely to respond. Further, social 
influence plays a role in the bystander effect by causing individuals to mimic the 
behavior of those around them (Latane & Darley, 1968). 
Supporting evidence for the patterns of behavior associated with the bystander 
effect has been reported in variety of studies. Latane and Darley ( 1968) conducted an 
experiment where participants were exposed to different conditions: the alone condition, 
the two passive confederates condition, and the three naive bystanders. Researchers 
hypothesized that the presence of other individuals would potentially constrain the 
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participants' actions. During each of these conditions the participants were filling out a 
questionnaire and as soon as they had completed two pages the researchers began to fill 
the room with smoke through a vent in the wall. In the alone condition, the individual 
responded in a typical nature. They would notice the smoke, assess the situation by 
looking around the room, and then proceed to reporting the presence of the smoke. In the 
condition with two individuals, the majority of participants continued filling out their 
questionnaire without significantly acknowledging or reporting the smoke. The condition 
with three individuals showed similar results to that of the condition with two individuals. 
This study supports that the presence of bystanders can impede an individuals' helping 
behavior. 
The bystander effect was originally constructed to explain why adults do not 
intervene in emergency situations and although the bystander effect has not been used to 
explain lack of teacher intervention in bullying, some studies have examined the 
bystander effect in traditional and cyberbullying. Bullying is a social emergency in 
which the bystander effect impedes intervention among both peers and adults (Padgett & 
Notar, 2013). Current research examines bullying as a group process, rather than just 
considering the bully and the victim, because the majority of students within a school are 
aware and often witness events of bullying. Defenders (active bystanders) and outsiders 
(passive bystanders) are the two main roles examined in terms of bystander behaviors 
(Gini, Albiero, Benelli, & Altoe, 2008). Gini et al. (2008) examined bystander behaviors 
in outsiders and results showed that these individuals reported low self-efficacy and, 
therefore, were less likely to intervene in instances of bullying. This provides evidence 
for the bystander effect in bullying situations. Further, Jenkins and Nickerson (under 
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review) examined the extent to which bullying roles predict intervention. Results showed 
that those in the outsider role were less likely to intervene in instances of bullying. 
Further, research indicates that in order to be effective in intervening, a bystander must be 
an active and involved participant in the social structure of school violence, rather than a 
passive witness (Twemlow, Fonagy, & Sacco, 2004). 
Machackova, Dedkova, and Mezulanikova (2015) examined the bystander effect 
in cyberbullying. This study demonstrated that the bystander effect is present in 
cyberbullying, and investigated characteristics of bystanders (empathetic concern and 
social self-efficacy) that cause individuals to be more supportive of victims in 
cyberbullying situations. The researchers surveyed 257 adolescents using three surveys: 
The Bystander's Support Scale, Empathetic Concern Scale, and the Social Self-Efficacy 
Scale . The relationship with the victim, the immediate empathetic response to the 
incident, and the number of bystanders were measured. Results suggested that the 
bystander effect is present in cyberbullying situations and provided support for the 
behavior of diffusing responsibility by indicating that individuals were more likely to 
intervene in cyberbullying situations when there were fewer people (none, one, or two) 
around. Further, the findings suggested that the individual characteristics of the 
bystanders (empathetic concern and social self-efficacy) positively predicted a greater 
amount of support towards victims of cyberbullying. 
Similarly, Obermaier, Fawzi, and Koch (2014) found supporting evidence in their 
study for the presence of the bystander effect in events of cyberbullying. The researchers 
examined how the number of bystanders and perceived severity of the event affected 
individual's intentions to intervene in cyberbullying situations. Two experiments were 
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conducted and results showed that individuals were more likely to intervene in 
cyberbullying if they perceived the situation as an emergency or highly severe. In 
addition, individuals felt as though their responsibility lessened when there were more 
people involved and, therefore, were less likely to intervene in the event. Although the 
theory of the bystander effect has been adapted for student interactions in bullying, 
teachers can promote or reduce bullying and other forms of violence when in this social 
role (Twemlow et al., 2004). This phenomenon can help to explain why teachers often 
do not intervene in bullying situations and their behavior can be conceptualized through a 
structured sequential step model known as the Bystander Intervention Model. 
The Bystander Intervention Model 
Latam! & Darley (1970) developed the Bystander Intervention Model that 
consisted of five main steps: noticing the event, interpreting the event as an emergency, 
accepting responsibility to help, having the knowledge to help, and implementing the 
intervention decision. They argued that in order for individuals to intervene in an event, 
they must engage in these sequential steps, with the second step being a critical 
prerequisite to taking action. 
The first step of the bystander intervention model is noticing the event (Latane & 
Darley, 1970). Research has shown that engaging in the first step of the bystander 
intervention model (noticing the event) is significantly correlated with future response 
and intervention in cyberbullying situations (Dillon & Bushman, 2015). Bystanders may 
not notice an event due to distractions in the environment or self-focus, which causes an 
inability to engage in the remainder of the situational model (Burn, 2009). 
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The second step of the bystander intervention model is to interpret the event as an 
emergency (Latane & Darley, 1970). This step is critical because it allows the individual 
to decide that the event warrants an intervention due to its severity. Factors such as 
ambiguity and individual perceptions play a role in this step. For instance, at times it is 
unclear whether the event is an emergency or not. Research has shown that certain acts 
of bullying, such as teasing, may not seem as directly harmful as a physical act, such as 
punching. This ambiguity can cause individuals to not interpret an event as an 
emergency and subsequently not intervene. In addition, individuals have varying 
perceptions of events, so one person could interpret an event as an emergency, while 
another may not. Further, in ambiguous situations individuals tend to look to others to 
determine how they should act. This is known as pluralistic ignorance, when a person 
does not respond because others around them are not responding (Latane & Darley, 
1968). 
Step three of the bystander intervention model is accepting responsibility to help 
(Latane & Darley, 1970). This is the point where individuals must take personal 
responsibility to intervene in the emergency situation. Many studies have shown that at 
this step, the more people that are present, the less likely one is to take sole responsibility 
and intervene; this behavior is known as the diffusion of responsibility (Machackova et 
al . ,  20 1 5; Obermaier et al . ,  20 1 4) .  
The fourth step of the bystander intervention model is having the knowledge to be 
able to help intervene in the situation (Latane & Darley, 1970). This step can be inhibited 
by the individuals' lack of skills or perceived unpreparedness. Individuals may be less 
TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BULL YING INTERVENTION 22 
likely to intervene in a situation if they feel they do not possess the necessary skill set to 
do so effectively (Burn, 2009). 
The final step of the bystander intervention model is implementing the 
intervention decision (Latane & Darley, 1970). Commonly, this step relies heavily on the 
individuals' self-efficacy in the intervention process as well as potential social risks 
associated with the size of audience, for example, social embarrassment (Burn, 2009). 
The Bystander Intervention Model has been adopted and applied to helping 
behaviors in the context of bullying (Jenkins & Nickerson, under review; Nickerson, 
Aloe, Livingston, & Feeley, 2014; Pozzoli & Gini, 2013). Pozzoli and Gini (2013) 
employed Latane & Darley's (1970) Bystander Intervention Model to explain bystander 
behavior in school bullying. They tested some of the steps of the bystander intervention 
model including: interpreting the event as an emergency (measured by attitudes toward 
bullying), accepting responsibility for helping (measured by personal responsibility to 
help), and knowing how to help (measured by coping strategies used when dealing with 
bullying). Results showed that this model is useful in distinguishing multiple personal 
characteristics of bystander behavior among late childhood and early adolescent 
individuals in bullying. 
Further, Nickerson et al. (2014) developed and validated the Bystander 
Intervention in Bullying survey based on Latane & Darley's (1970) Bystander 
Intervention Model. This measure consists of sixteen items that correspond to the five 
steps of the bystander intervention model: Notice, Interpret, Accept Responsibility, Know 
how to Act, and Intervene. Results showed support for the use of this measure in the 
assessment of bystander intervention in bullying situations involving high school 
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students. Further, analyses showed that the steps are sequential in order, which supports 
hypotheses that an individual must engage in each step in serial order to sufficiently 
intervene. This measure was also useful in determining to what extent individual 
characteristics (empathy, attitudes, knowledge) predict the bystander intervention model. 
Jenkins and Nickerson (under review) examined the use of the Bystander 
Intervention in Bullying survey with a middle school population to determine the extent 
to which gender and bullying roles (bully, assistant, victim, defender, outsider) predict 
the specific steps of the bystander intervention model. Results showed that the measure 
was appropriate for use with a middle school population and supporting evidence was 
found for the measures' ability to determine to what extent gender and bullying roles 
predict the five subscales of the bystander intervention model. 
Current Study 
Traditional (e.g., physical, verbal, relational) and cyber (e.g., inflicted through 
online mediums) bullying are common forms of peer aggression that are linked to many 
negative outcomes for children and adolescents (Kowalski & Limber, 2013; Gradinger et 
al., 2009). It appears that when bystanders intervene to stop bullying, peer victimization 
and negative outcomes significantly decrease for victims (Espelage et al., 2012). Peers 
and adults can both be bystanders that have a positive impact on preventing and 
intervening in bullying (Twemlow et al., 2004). Teachers are especially important adult 
bystanders, because they are more likely to see or hear about bullying occurring at school 
than parents (Yoon & Bauman, 2014 ). Unfortunately, researchers have found that 
teachers do not always intervene in bullying (Veenstra et al., 2014). Teachers seem to 
have a good understanding of the definition of bullying (Migliaccio, 2014 ), but often 
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underreport the frequency of bullying (Naylor et al., 2006) and do not actively try to stop 
bullying (Veenstra et al., 2014). Greater empathy for victims and perceived level of 
seriousness have been related to greater teacher intervention in bullying behaviors 
(Bauman & Del Rio, 2006; Boulton et al., 2014; Yoon, 2004), but in order to thwart 
bullying to the greatest degree possible, teachers must intervene more frequently. There 
is, however, very little information about the role of bystanders in cyberbullying. 
One way to conceptualize bystander behavior is through the application of the 
five step Bystander Intervention Model (Latane & Darley, 1970; Nickerson et al., 2014). 
In order for bystanders to intervene, there are five sequential steps that must occur: (a) 
notice the event, (b) interpret the event as an emergency, (c) accept responsibility to help, 
( d) have the knowledge to help, and ( e) implement the intervention decision (Latane & 
Darley, 1970). The current study proposes that teacher intervention in traditional and 
cyberbullying can be examined through this five step model. 
The overall aim of this study was to examine the extent to which teacher 
characteristics (empathy and perceived level of bullying seriousness) predict each step of 
bystander intervention (notice event, interpret as emergency, accept responsibility, have 
knowledge, and intervene) for both traditional and cyberbullying. In order to examine 
this potential relationship, three fundamental research questions were posed. The first 
question was: do teachers intervene more often in traditional bullying or cyberbullying? 
Similarly, to traditional bullying, teachers likely become aware of events of 
cyberbullying mainly through student report (Newman et al., 2010). Traditional bullying 
is more widely understood and researched (Dooley et al., 2009) and is more consistently 
present in the school setting in comparison to cyberbullying (Dooley et al., 2009), which 
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could explain why intervention in traditional bullying is more common (Boulton et al., 
2014). Further, research has shown that teachers tend to notice direct forms of bullying 
more often than indirect forms and perceive them as more dangerous (Migliaccio, 2014), 
and noticing an event and interpreting it as an emergency are necessary steps for 
intervention to occur (Latane & Darley, 1970). It was hypothesized that teachers would 
intervene more often in instances of traditional bullying than cyberbullying because it is 
more direct and perceived as a more dangerous form of bullying. 
The second question was: to what extent does each teacher characteristic 
(empathy and perceived level of seriousness) predict the likelihood that the individuals 
engage in the five bystander behaviors in traditional bullying? Several studies have 
examined teacher intervention in bullying events and found a positive relationship 
between higher reports of these teacher characteristics and greater likelihood of 
intervention in bullying situations (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006; Boulton et al., 2014; Yoon, 
2004 ). Specifically, teachers who were more likely to intervene reported higher empathy 
for victims of bullying (Boulton et al., 2014; Dedousis-Wallace et al., 2014; Yoon, 
2004). Additionally, research has shown that teachers witness events of traditional 
bullying more often, which is related to perceived seriousness (Newman et al., 2010), and 
teachers consider traditional bullying to be more serious in nature (Boulton et al., 2014; 
Ellis & Shute, 2007). These aspects could explain why teachers who report higher 
perceived seriousness are more likely to intervene in traditional bullying situations 
(Dedousis-Wallace et al., 2014; Yoon, 2004). It was hypothesized that teachers with 
greater empathy and perceived level of bullying seriousness would have a higher 
likelihood of engaging in the steps of the bystander intervention model. 
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The final question was: to what extent does each teacher characteristic (empathy 
and perceived level of seriousness) predict the likelihood that that individuals engage in 
the five bystander behaviors in cyberbullying? Although there is little research on how 
these characteristics affect intervention for cyberbullying specifically, there is some 
indication that higher levels of empathy and perceived level of bullying seriousness are 
related to greater likelihood of intervention in bullying situations (Bauman & Del Rio, 
2006; Boulton et al., 2014; Yoon, 2004). It was hypothesized that teachers with greater 
empathy and perceived level of bullying seriousness would have a higher likelihood of 
engaging in the steps of the bystander intervention model. 
Methods 
Participants 
There were 150 teachers that participated in the study, which included 113 
females (75.3%) and 37 males (24.7%). The demographics of the participants were 
94.7% White and (5.3%) Other. The sample consisted of teachers grades kindergarten 
through l21h, including Elementary (48.7%), Middle (16%), and High (35.3%). Of the 
teacher participants, 84.7% were regular education teachers and 15.3% were special 
education teachers, and the majority had a Masters Degree (75.3%). The participants 
taught at various school types, including suburban (53.3%), rural (25.3%), and urban 
(21.3%); and public (95.3%) and other school types (e.g., private and alternative); 
(4.7%). The majority of teachers were employed at a school that had a positive behavior 
intervention and support (PBIS) system in place (73.3%) and had previously been trained 
on bullying prevention and intervention (80.7%). 
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Procedures 
After obtaining approval from Eastern Illinois University's IRB, teachers received 
an email requesting their participation in this study. The participants' emails were 
derived from an existing email list from the researchers' advisor, from previous research 
projects. In addition, participants were derived from the researchers' primary and 
secondary internship sites, upon request. The email contained a link to the survey, which 
took approximately ten minutes to complete. The Qualtrics survey program was used to 
collect all information and is described in greater detail below. Consent was collected 
electronically and participants completed a brief demographic questionnaire followed by 
a survey designed specifically for this study. 
Qualtrics. Data were collected on teachers' involvement in the bystander 
intervention steps for each type of bullying (traditional and cyber), empathy ratings, and 
perceived level of bullying seriousness ratings using Qualtrics, an online survey program 
offered free to Eastern Illinois University students, faculty, and staff members. 
Specifically, the survey was created using the Quick Survey Builder. Teachers received a 
link to this online survey through e-mail and responded to it from their own electronic 
device. Consent to participate was given from within the survey in the context of a 
multiple choice question (A. Agree, B. Decline), asked prior to the questions in the body 
of the survey. 
Measures 
Teacher Intervention in Bullying. For the measurement of teacher intervention 
in both traditional and cyberbullying, an adapted version of the Bystander Intervention in 
Bullying measure (Nickerson et al., 2014) was used (see Appendices A and B). 
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Nickerson et al. (2014) developed the survey to assess bystander intervention among high 
school students, therefore, the wording was changed in order to assess bystander 
behaviors among teachers for both traditional bullying and cyberbullying. More details 
about these modifications are below. This is a 16-item measure in which respondents 
answer on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Each 
of the items are associated with one of the five bystander behaviors (notice the event, 
interpret as an emergency, accept responsibility, know how to help, intervene); (Latane & 
Darley, 1970). For instance, an item measuring noticing an event would be "I am aware 
that students at my school are bullied," and one measuring knowing how to help would 
be "I have the skills to support a student who is being treated disrespectfully" (Nickerson 
et al., 2014). 
Nickerson et al. (2014) developed the Bystander Intervention in Bullying survey 
based on the five steps of Latane and Darley's (1970) bystander intervention model 
outlined previously. Using a sample of 562 students (9th- l ih grade), the authors 
conducted analyses using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation 
modeling (SEM). CFA was used to test the measure's structure against two models 
(common factor model and five-factor model) and it was determined that a five-factor 
model yielded the best fit to the data (RMSE = 0.05, 90% CI [0.04, 0.06], CFI = 0.96, 
GFI = 0.95, NFI = 0.94). Further, the chi-square difference test suggested that the five­
factor model fit the data significantly better than the common factor model (X.2o = 890.55, 
df = 10, p < 0.001). For this model, the majority (15 out of 16) of the factor loadings 
were greater than 0.6, with coefficients greater than 0.7 being considered adequate. 
Internal consistency coefficients for the subscales were all above 0. 75 and the factors 
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were positively related to one another. Using SEM to test the sequential steps of the 
model, the direct paths were positive and statistically significant. This indicated that all 
of the steps are influenced by the previous step in the model, which is consistent with the 
theory of the bystander intervention model. Moreover, construct validity was 
demonstrated in this study (Nickerson et al., 2014). 
Jenkins and Nickerson (under review) adapted this measure for use with middle 
school students. They specifically altered the measure to focus on bystander behaviors in 
bullying, rather than sexual harassment (e.g., "I think bullying and sexual harassment are 
hurtful and damaging to others" changed to "I think bullying is hurtful and damaging to 
others"), and reverse-coding was eliminated. Using a sample of 299 middle school 
students, the authors conducted a series of analyses. CF A indicated that the expected 
five-factor structure was appropriate (X2 = 173.56, p < .001, relative x2 =1.846, CFI = 
.969, RMSEA = .053, CI [.41, .066], and Parsimonious Normed Fit Index (PNFI; .647)). 
Also, all path coefficients were significant and positive, confirming results found by 
Nickerson et al. (2014) that each step is influenced by the previous step. Internal 
consistency alpha coefficients were high, ranging from .77 to .87. Convergent validity 
was established by positive correlations between bullying roles and the steps of the 
bystander intervention model (Jenkins & Nickerson, under review). 
For the purpose of this study, the Bystander Intervention in Bullying measure was 
adapted for use with teachers. This was done by altering wording common for students 
(e.g., "I would tell a group of my friends to stop using inappropriate language or 
behaviors if I see or hear them") to wording familiar to teachers (e.g., "I would tell a 
group of students to stop using inappropriate language or behaviors if I see or hear 
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them"). Further, this measure was adapted for use with both traditional (see Appendix A) 
and cyberbullying (see Appendix B) by adapting the wording to reflect traditional 
bullying (e.g., "It is evident to me that someone who is being traditionally bullied needs 
help") and cyberbullying (e.g., "It is evident to me that someone who is being 
cyberbullied needs help"). Similar to the original scale, internal consistency coefficients 
for the traditional bullying measure were all above .80 for the subscales, with the 
exception of step two, interpret a traditional bullying event as an emergency (.60). For 
the cyberbullying measure, internal consistency coefficients were all above .85. For both 
scales, the five steps seemed to be positively related to one another. 
Empathy. For the measurement of empathy, one subscale of the Interpersonal 
Reactivity Index (IRI); (Davis, 1980) was used (see Appendix C). The IRI scale is a 28-
item self-report measure that assesses four different dimensions of empathy: Perspective 
Taking (PT), Fantasy (FS), Empathetic Concern (EC), and Personal Distress (PD). For 
the purpose of this study, only the 7-item Empathetic Concern (EC) scale was assessed. 
The Empathetic Concern scale measures emotional empathy (e.g., "I often have tender, 
concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me"). This means that the measure is 
assessing an individual' s ability to share the feelings of others. The items are rated on a 
5-point Likert scale ranging from "does not describe me well" to "describes me very 
well" (Davis, 1980). The internal consistency alpha coefficient for the empathetic 
concern subscale was high (.81). 
Using a sample of 1,161 university students, Davis (1980) conducted separate 
analyses on the data collected from male (N = 579) and female (N = 582) respondents. 
Factor analysis provided strong support for the utilization of the four empathy subscales 
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with all items loading significantly on only one factor, with the exception of item 10 ("I 
sometimes feel helpless when I am in the middle of a very emotional situation"), which 
loaded on two factors. This was further supported by Pulos, Elison, and Lennon's (2004) 
examination of 409 college students that provided support for a four-factor structure. An 
association was shown between the subscales, specifically between Perspective Taking 
and Empathetic Concern (r's = .33 and .30), which indicated an association, but was not 
too strong to imply that they are measuring the same construct (Davis, 1980). Internal 
consistency coefficients were high, ranging from .70 to .78. Test-retest reliabilities 
ranged from .61 to .81, indicating stability in regards to the subscales (Davis, 1980). The 
Empathetic Concern scale was utilized in the General Social Survey (GSS), a nationally 
representative sample of American adults and showed validity evidence for the use of this 
scale with adults (Davis & Smith, 2010). 
Perceived Seriousness. For the measurement of perceived level of bullying 
seriousness, an adapted version of the School Bullying Severity Scale (SBSS); (Chen, 
Cheng, & Ho, 2013) was used (see Appendix D). Chen et al. (2013) developed the 
survey to assess perceived seriousness of bullying occurrences among elementary school 
students, therefore, the wording was changed in order to assess perceived seriousness of 
bullying occurrences among teachers. More details about these modifications are below. 
The SBSS is a 17-item self-report measure in which respondents answer on a 5-point 
Likert scale ranging from not serious to very serious. Each of the items are associated 
with one of the four different types of bullying behaviors: physical, verbal, relational, and 
cyber. Physical bullying was addressed by five items, and verbal, relational, and 
cyberbullying each were addressed by four items. For instance, an item measuring the 
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severity of physical bullying would be "Being shoved or tripped," and one measuring 
relational bullying would be "Being ostracized" (Chen et al. 2013). 
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Chen et al. (2013) adapted the original SBSS (Chen, Liu, & Cheng, 2012) to 
create a shortened version. Specifically, twelve items were directly adopted from the 
SBSS (e.g., 'being threatened' and 'being ostracized'), and five bullying behaviors 
commonly observed in schools were added ( 'being shoved or tripped,' 'being teased on 
the internet,' 'being extorted,' 'being isolated,' and 'being called names'). Using a 
sample of 1,816 students from primary schools, the authors conducted a series of 
analyses. CF A indicated that the expected four-factor structure was appropriate (x2 = 
1,731.81 (113), GFI = .88, CFI = .96, NFI = .95, IFI = .96, SRMR = .02, RMSEA = .09), 
with factor loadings ranging from .83 to .92. The composite reliabilities of the constructs 
ranged from .80 to .83. Further, the Cronbach's alpha value for the scale was .98, with 
alpha values for the physical, verbal, relational and cyber subscales being .94, .92, .91, 
and .96, respectively. Convergent validity was established by the amount of average 
variance extracted being .50 from each factor. 
For the purpose of this study, the School Bullying Severity Scale was adapted for 
use with teachers. This was done by altering wording common for students (e.g., 
"Having humiliating photos posted online") to wording familiar to teachers (e.g., "A 
student having humiliating photos of them posted online"). Internal consistency 
coefficients for perceived seriousness of traditional and cyberbullying were above .85. 
Data Analysis 
A series of analyses were conducted in order to answer the following research 
questions: 1) Do teachers intervene more often in traditional bullying or cyberbullying? 
TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND BULL YING INTERVENTION 
2) To what extent does each teacher characteristic (empathy and perceived level of 
seriousness) predict the likelihood that the individual engages in the five bystander 
behaviors in traditional bullying? 3) To what extent does each teacher characteristic 
(empathy and perceived level of seriousness) predict the likelihood that that individual 
engages in the five bystander behaviors in cyberbullying? 
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To answer the first research question (Do teachers intervene more often in 
traditional bullying or cyberbullying?), analyses were conducted to determine if there 
were significant differences in the average frequency of teacher intervention between 
traditional bullying and cyberbullying occurrences. A t-test for dependent means was 
conducted to determine whether the average score for traditional bullying intervention 
differed significantly from the average score for cyberbullying intervention. This 
analysis was also conducted for each of the five steps of the bystander intervention model 
(notice, interpret as an emergency, take responsibility, know what to do, intervene) to 
determine if there were significant differences of teacher engagement at each step of the 
model for both traditional bullying and cyberbullying. 
To answer the last two research questions, similar analyses were conducted to 
determine if specific teacher characteristics predict engagement in the five bystander 
behaviors for both traditional bullying and cyberbullying. Specifically, five regression 
models were tested with the outcome variable being each step of the bystander 
intervention model (notice, interpret as an emergency, take responsibility, know what to 
do, intervene), for both traditional bullying and cyberbullying. The predictor variables 
were empathy and perceived level of bullying seriousness and entered into a single step. 
A total of 1 0  regression models, 5 traditional and 5 cyber, were tested. 
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Results 
Preliminary Analyses 
Preliminary analyses were conducted to determine the correlations between each 
of the measures used in the current study, as well the means and standard deviations. 
These are represented in Table 1 .  
Table 1 .  Descriptive statistics. 
1 .  Serious 
Traditional 
2 
2 .  Serious Cyber .74**  -
3 
3 .  Empathetic .3 1 * *  .29 * *  -
Concern 
4 
4 .  Cyber Notice - .05 - . 1 0  - .29* *  -
5 .  Cyber .08 .02 . 1 3  . 1 0  
Interpret 
6. Cyber . 1 2  .09 .22* - .09 
Responsibility 
7 .  Cyber Know . 0 1  - .02 . 1 5  - .03 
8 .  Cyber Act . 1 3  .09 . 1 4  . 0 1  
5 6 7 8 
.68* * -
.25 * *  . 54**  -
. 8 1  * *  .79* * .4 1 * *  -
9. Traditional .2 1 . 1 7  - .25 * *  .4 1 * *  .09 - .08 - .0 1 .02 
Notice 
1 0 . Traditional .26* *  . 1 0  .27* *  - .08 
Interpret 
1 1 . Traditional . 1 9  , 1 0  . 37**  - .09 
Responsibil ity 
1 2 .  Traditional - .03 - .09 .3 1 * *  - . 1 3  
Know 
1 3 .  Traditional . 1 1 . 1 2  . 3 5 * *  - .03 
Act 
Note. * p < .05 ,  ** p < .0 1 ,  * * *  p < .00 1 .  
. 1 8  
. 1 2  
. 1 3  
. 1 2  
.22* . 1 9* . 1 6  
.26 * *  .26 * *  . 1 6  
.26 * *  .45 * *  . 1 6  
.22* . 1 9* .23 * 
9 1 0  
.03 -
- . 1 0  .60* * 
- .05 .29 * *  
- .02 . 39* * 
1 1  1 2  1 3  M (SD) 
-
.49* * -
. 66 * *  . 37* * -
57 .33  
(5 .4 1 ) 
1 7 . 1 4  
(2.7 1 )  
22.45 
(4 .43) 
9 .05 
(3 .09) 
1 2 .45 
(3 .36)  
1 1 . 1 7  
(3 .3 1 )  
9 .87 
(3 . 1 8) 
1 6 . 1 0  
(4 .67) 
9 .5 1 
(2.62) 
1 3 .43 
( 1 .43) 
1 3 . 59  
( 1 .72) 
l l .96 
(2.4 1 ) 
1 8 .95 
( 1 .63)  
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T-Test Analyses 
In order to determine if there were significant differences in the frequency of 
teacher intervention between traditional bullying and cyberbullying occurrences, a t-test 
for dependent means was conducted with the average score for traditional and 
cyberbullying intervention, as well as each of the five steps of the bystander intervention 
model (Notice, Interpret, Responsibility, Know, Act) . 
The t-test for the total score of traditional bullying and cyberbullying indicated 
that teachers were significantly more likely to intervene in traditional bullying (M = 
67.59,  SD = 6 . 1 9) than cyberbullying (M =  58 .64, SD = 1 2 . 55), t( 1 20) = -8 .07, p = <.00 1 
(one-tailed) . At each step of the bystander intervention model (Notice, Interpret, 
Responsibility, Know, Act), teachers were significantly more likely to engage in 
instances of traditional bullying than cyberbullying (see Table 2) .  
Table 2 .  Means and standard deviations of five step bystander intervention model and 
results of dependent means test. 
Mean SD t d[_ P. 
Total (Traditional) 67 .59 6 . 1 9  -8 .070 1 20 .000 
Total (Cyber) 58 .64 1 2 . 55  
Notice (Traditional) 9.46 2 .63 - 1 .452 1 20 . 1 49 
Notice (Cyber) 9 .05 3 .09 
Interpret (Traditional) 1 3 .54 1 .36  -3 .54 1 1 20 .00 1 
Interpret (Cyber) 1 2 .45 3 .36  
Accept (Traditional) 1 3 .69 1 .70 -8 .4 1 1 1 20 .000 
Accept (Cyber) 1 1 . 1 7  3 .3 1  
Know (Traditional) 1 1 .9 1  2 .45 -7 .448 1 20 .000 
Know (Cyber) 9 .87  3 . 1 8  
Act (Traditional) 1 8 .98 1 .65 -6 .920 1 20 .000 
Act (Cyber) 1 6 . 1 0  4 .67 
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Regression Analyses 
In order to determine the extent to which personal characteristics predicted the 
five bystander behaviors, regression analyses were conducted with each personal 
characteristic (empathetic concern and perceived seriousness) as predictors, and each step 
of the bystander intervention model as dependent variables, for both traditional bullying 
(see Table 3) and cyberbullying (see Table 4). 
The regression for Notice Traditional Bullying was significant, F (2, 1 08) = 
1 0 . 1 8 , p  < .00 1 .  Personal characteristics accounted for a significant amount of variance 
(Adjusted R2 = . 1 4, p  < .00 1 ) . Empathetic concern and perceived seriousness of 
traditional bullying (e .g . ,  physical, verbal, relational) were both significantly and 
positively related to Notice Traditional Bullying (see Table 3) .  The regression for Notice 
Cyberbullying was significant, F (2, 1 08), p < . 0 1 .  Empathetic concern was significantly 
and positively related to Notice the Event (see Table 4). 
The regression for Interpret Traditional Bullying was significant, F (2, 1 08) = 
6.24, p < .0 1 .  A significant amount of variance was accounted for by personal 
characteristics (Adjusted R2 = .09, p < . 0 1  ). Empathetic concern and perceived 
seriousness of traditional bullying were both significantly and positively related to 
Interpret as Emergency (see Table 3 ) .  There were no significant predictors for 
cyberbullying. 
The regression for Accept Responsibility for Traditional Bullying was significant, 
F (2, 1 08) = 8 .70, p < .00 1 .  A significant amount of variance was accounted for by 
personal characteristics (Adjusted R2 = . 1 2 , p < .00 1 ) . Empathetic concern was 
significantly and positively related to Accept Responsibility (see Table 3 ) .  The 
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regression for Accept Responsibility for Cyberbullying was significant, F (2, 1 08), p < 
.05 .  Empathetic concern was significantly and positively related to Accept 
Responsibility (see Table 4) . 
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The regression for  Know What to Do  for Traditional Bullying was significant, F 
(2, 1 08) = 6 . 1 0, p  < .0 1 .  Personal characteristics accounted for a significant amount of 
variance (Adjusted R2 = .09, p < . 0 1  ). Empathetic concern was significantly and 
positively related to Know What to Do (see Table 3) .  There were no significant 
predictors for cyberbullying. 
The regression for Act on Traditional Bullying was significant, F (2, 1 08) = 7.79, 
p < . 00 1 .  Personal characteristics accounted for a significant amount of variance 
(Adjusted R2 = . 1 1 ,  p < .00 1 ) .  Empathetic concern was significantly and positively 
related to Act (see Table 3) .  There were no significant predictors for cyberbullying. 
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Table 3 .  Regression results for personal characteristic for five steps of bystander 
intervention in traditional bullying. 
B SE p p p p 
Lower UQQer 
Notice Empathetic - .2 1 .06 - .36 <.00 1 - . 32  - . 1 0  
Concern* * *  
Seriousness . 1 6  .05 .32 .00 1 .07 .25 
Traditional* * *  
Interpret Empathetic .06 .03 .20 .04 .00 . 1 2  
Concern* 
Seriousness .05 .02 . 1 9  .05 .00 . 1 0  
Traditional* 
Responsibility Empathetic . 1 3  .04 .34 <.00 1 .06 .2 1 
Concern* * *  
Seriousness .03 .03 .08 . 39  - .03 .09 
Traditional 
Know Empathetic . 1 9  .05 .33 .00 1  .08 .29 
Concern* * *  
Seriousness - .06 . 04 - . 1 3  . 1 7  - . 1 5  .03 
Traditional 
Act Empathetic . 1 3  .04 .36  <.00 1 .06 .20 
Concern* * *  
Seriousness <.00 1 .03 .00 1 .99 .- .06 .06 
Traditional 
Note . * p < .05 ,  * *  p < .0 1 ,  * * *  p < .00 1 . 
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Table 4. Regression results for personal characteristic for five steps of bystander 
intervention in cyberbullying. 
B SE p p p p 
Lower U22er 
Notice Empathetic - .2 1 .07 - .30 .002 - .34 - .07 
Concern* * 
Seriousness - .02 . 1 1 - .02 . 86  - .23 .20 
Cyber 
Interpret Empathetic . 1 1 .08 . 1 4  . 1 6  - .05 .26 
Concern 
Seriousness - .03 . 1 3  - .02 . 84 - .28 .23 
Cyber 
Responsibility Empathetic . 1 7  .08 .22 .03 .02 .32 
Concern* 
Seriousness .03 . 1 2  .02 . 8 1  - .2 1 .27 
Cyber 
Know Empathetic . 1 3  .07 . 1 7  .09 - .02 .27 
Concern 
Seriousness - . 09 . 1 2  - .07 .47 - .32 . 1 5  
Cyber 
Act Empathetic . 1 5  . 1 2  . 1 4  . 1 7  - .06 .36 
Concern 
Seriousness .09 . 1 8  .05 . 6 1  - .26 .44 
C her 
Note . * p < .05 ,  * *  p < .0 1 ,  * * *  p < .00 1 .  
Discussion 
The current study provided support for personal characteristics, including 
affective empathy and perceived bullying seriousness, being associated with teachers ' 
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engagement in the five bystander behaviors . Personal characteristics (emphatic concern 
and perceived seriousness) accounted for a significant amount of variance overall for 
each of the five bystander behaviors (notice, interpret as an emergency, accept 
responsibility, know what to do, and act) for traditional bullying, as well as for two of the 
bystander behaviors (notice and accept responsibility) for cyberbullying. 
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The research questions for this study were : do teachers intervene more often in 
traditional bullying or cyberbullying, and do certain characteristics predict an individual ' s  
use o f  the five bystander behaviors in the bystander intervention model in traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying? 
The current study found that teachers intervene in traditional bullying more 
frequently than cyberbullying in general, as well as at each step of the Bystander 
Intervention Model. In general, teachers reported intervening more often in traditional 
bullying, which is likely due to traditional forms of bullying being better researched and 
understood by teachers (Dooley et al . ,  2009). Additionally, traditional forms of bullying, 
specifically physical forms, are more overt than cyberbullying, causing them to be more 
openly witnessed or noticed (Newman et al . ,  20 1 0). Additionally, teachers are better at 
noticing direct forms of bullying rather than indirect (Migliaccio, 20 1 4) .  Noticing an 
event of bullying is the first sequential step to intervening in bullying behavior, therefore, 
the intervention rate for traditional bullying is likely higher due to its overt nature : 
Further, over half of the teacher participants in this study taught grades kindergarten 
through sixth, where the use of technology is likely less, lessening the likelihood that 
teachers have concerns about cyberbullying existing in their school and subsequently less 
opportunities to intervene in events of cyberbullying. 
Affective empathy, specifically empathetic concern, had multiple significant 
relationships. First, affective empathy was positively related to noticing both traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying. Teachers with higher affective empathy were more likely to 
recognize bullying when it was occurring than those individuals who had lower affective 
empathy. Affective empathy allows individuals to automatically respond to another' s 
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emotions because of shared feelings (Caravita, Di Blasio, & Salmivalli, 2009; Nickerson, 
Mele, & Princiotta, 2008). An individual who has high affective empathy likely 
automatically recognizes negative situations for others, making the identification of 
bullying events easier and more frequent. The current study' s results are consistent with 
previous research that showed that teachers with greater empathy were more likely to 
intervene in events of bullying, as noticing bullying is the first step in the sequential 
process of total intervention (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006; Boulton et al . ,  20 14 ;  Yoon, 
2004) . 
Consistent with the current study' s  hypothesis, affective empathy was also 
positively related to interpreting the event as an emergency . Teachers with higher 
affective empathy were more likely to see a traditional bullying event as an emergency 
than those individuals who had lower affective empathy. Affective empathy involves 
sharing another individual ' s  feelings and experiencing their emotions vicariously 
(Caravita et al . ,  2009; Nickerson et al. ,  2008) .  When an individual with high affective 
empathy witnesses an event of bullying, they likely share the negative feelings that the 
victim experiences. Therefore, individuals with higher affective empathy might be more 
likely to interpret events of traditional bullying as an emergency because they are taking 
the victim' s  perspective. There was no significant interaction between affective empathy 
and interpreting cyberbullying as an emergency . This is likely due to the fact that 
cyberbullying is is a relatively new construct and less widely understood than traditional 
bullying (Dooley et al . ,  2009) . Additionally, cyberbullying is more covert (Newman et 
al . ,  20 1 0) .  Previous research suggests that witnessing an event of bullying increases the 
likelihood of intervention by teachers (Newman et al . ,  20 1 0), therefore, the covert nature 
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of cyberbullying makes it difficult for teachers to witness and subsequently interpret as 
an emergency . 
Affective empathy was also positively related to accepting personal responsibility 
for assisting in a bullying event. Teachers with greater affective empathy reported a 
higher likelihood of accepting responsibility for intervening in events of both traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying. Affective empathy is related to the ability to perceive other' s 
emotions and distress (Caravita et al. ,  2009; Nickerson et al. ,  2008). This suggests that 
teachers with high affective empathy would personally share victim' s  feelings of distress, 
which would likely increase their feelings of personal responsibility to intervene in order 
to alleviate that distress. 
Further, affective empathy was positively related to knowing what to do when a 
traditional bullying event occurs. Teachers with greater affective empathy were more 
likely to know what to do when an event of traditional bullying occurred. Teachers with 
greater empathy likely understand that they are an intervention source for bullying and 
may make the effort to have knowledge on intervention strategies for bullying. There 
was no significant interaction between affective empathy and knowing what to do when a 
cyberbullying event occurs. This is likely due to cyberbullying being less widely 
understood, therefore, teachers have less knowledge, understanding, and training around 
what to do if they encounter an event of cyberbullying (Dooley et al . ,  2009) . 
Lastly, as predicted, affective empathy was positively related to acting or 
intervening in an event of traditional bullying. Teachers with higher affective empathy 
were more likely to intervene in traditional bullying situations . Empathy guides 
defending or intervening behaviors (Gini, Albiero, Benelli, & Altoe 2007), specifically, 
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affective empathy, or sharing the individual ' s  feelings, is highly related to intervention 
(Polyhonen, Juvonen, & Salmivalli, 20 1 0) .  This is consistent with previous research that 
suggests that teachers with high affective empathy are more likely to intervene in events 
of bullying (Bauman & Del Rio, 2006; Boulton et al . ,  20 14 ;  Yoon, 2004) . There was no 
significant interaction between affective empathy and acting or intervening in an event of 
cyberbullying. This is likely due to teachers having a lack of training and developed 
skills in the area of cyberbullying intervention (Dooley et al . ,  2009) . 
Overall ,  affective empathy appears to be a key individual characteristic when 
predicting bystander intervention for teachers in both traditional bullying and 
cyberbullying. In general, teachers with higher affective empathy were more likely to 
engage in intervention for traditional bullying than cyberbullying, as well as at each step 
of the Bystander Intervention Model.  With this in mind, prevention and intervention 
training for bullying should focus on both forms (traditional and cyber) and knowledge 
and skills at each step of the model (notice, interpret as an emergency, accept 
responsibility, know what to do, and act) to increase the likelihood of successful 
intervention in all types bullying events. Further, because affective empathy is highly 
related to intervention, bystander training may need to explicitly instruct teachers, 
especially those with low affective empathy, how to recognize signs of distress in others . 
This would likely lead to an increase in their bystander behaviors and ultimately 
successful intervention. 
Perceived level of bullying seriousness was only positively related to two of the 
bystander behaviors (notice the event and interpret as an emergency) for traditional 
bullying. Teachers who perceived traditional bullying to be more serious were more 
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likely to notice the bullying as it was occurring and subsequently interpret it as an 
emergency. Traditional forms of bullying are more likely to be witnessed and historically 
perceived more seriously by teachers (Veenstra et al . ,  20 1 4), which explains why 
teachers with higher levels of perceived seriousness were more likely to engage in 
intervention for traditional bullying. This is consistent with previous research that 
suggested that the level of seriousness that a teacher perceives a bullying event to be 
influences whether or not they engage in intervention efforts (Ellis & Shute, 2007; Yoon 
& Kerber, 2003 ; Yoon, 2004) . There was no significant interaction between perceived 
level of seriousness for cyberbullying and intervention. This is likely due to 
cyberbullying being a covert or indirect form of bullying, which is reportedly perceived 
as being less serious (Veenstra et al . ,  20 1 4) .  Additionally, it could be due to 
cyberbullying being a relatively new construct that is not as widely researched or 
understood (Dooley et al . ,  2009), therefore, teachers do not yet understand the 
seriousness of negative outcomes for victims associated with cyberbullying events . 
Limitations 
There are limitations of the current study that should be noted and addressed in 
future research. Although participants were from various geographical locations, almost 
all of the participants were Caucasian, which limits generalizability of these results to 
diverse samples. Therefore, including ethnic and racial diversity in future research 
samples is important. Further, all data were collected through self-report, which relies on 
individual ' s  perceptions and is subject to social desirability () . Additionally, while the 
characteristics in the current study accounted for a significant amount of variance,  there 
was contributing variance left unaccounted. That suggests that other variables are 
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contributing to the variance as well, such as self-efficacy, and should be examined in the 
future . Finally, over half of the participants taught grades kindergarten through sixth, 
where technology may be less commonly accessed or utilized. This creates a limitation 
when examining teacher bystander behavior of cyberbullying, which is delivered through 
online mediums. 
Future Directions 
As previously stated, it is important that future research includes a more 
ethnically and racially diverse sample. Further, exploring other characteristics might be 
advantageous, such as looking into self-efficacy. For example, one study found that 
teachers with greater self-efficacy are more likely to intervene in bullying than those with 
low self-efficacy (Yoon, 2004 ) .  Additionally, future studies should utilize teachers of 
middle or high school aged students to better understand implications for cyberbullying 
intervention. In addition, it could be beneficial to examine parents as a potential source 
of intervention, as they spend a large amount of time with their student. Finally, trying to 
use more objective measures, such as observations in future research could be valuable. 
For example, monitoring teacher behavior from school hallway cameras could allow 
researchers to more objectively measure teacher bystander behavior in bullying events. 
Conclusions and Implications 
Overall, teachers were more likely to intervene in traditional bullying than 
cyberbullying in general, as well as at each step of the Bystander Intervention Model. 
Further, personal characteristics (empathy and perceived level of bullying seriousness) 
accounted for significant variance for each of the five bystander behaviors (notice, 
interpret as emergency, take responsibility, know what to do, act) . Empathy, specifically 
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affective empathy, was positively related to each of the five bystander behaviors for 
traditional bullying and seemed to be key to predicting bystander behaviors in teachers. 
Affective empathy was also positively related to noticing and taking responsibility to 
assist in events of cyberbullying. Further, perceived level of bullying seriousness was 
positively related to noticing traditional bullying and interpreting it as an immediate 
emergency. Based on these data, it would make sense to directly teach aspects of 
affective empathy to teachers, such as training them to recognize signs of distress in 
others, and what to do in these situations. Additionally, it would be advantageous to 
determine the specific steps of the Bystander Intervention Model that teachers are not 
engaging in and provide explicit teaching of strategies necessary to complete each step 
and lead to ultimate successful interventions of bullying. For example, if a teacher is not 
aware of what traditional bullying and cyberbullying look like, they would be explicitly 
taught, which would increase their likelihood of noticing bullying as it occurs. The 
explicit teaching of these necessary skills will likely lead to an increase in their proactive 
bystander behaviors. 
While this information contributes to our understanding of teacher bystander 
intervention in bullying situations, there were notable limitations to the current study . 
Future research should include a more diverse sample, investigate other personal 
characteristics that influence teacher bystander behavior, and utilize a teacher sample that 
is representative of middle and high school students, to better understand implications for 
cyberbullying. 
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Appendix A 
Teacher Bystander Intervention Model in Traditional Bullying 
(Notice event, Interpret event as emergency, Accept responsibility, Knowledge of how to help) 
Traditional Bullying Definition: Intentional and repeated 
harm inflicted through non-electronic means; consisting of 
three types: physical (e.g . ,  kicking), verbal (e .g . ,  calling 
someone names), and relational (e.g . ,  leaving someone out 
of purpose) . 
Indicate how much you agree or disagree with each Strongly Disagree Neutral 
statement below by circling one response for each Disagree 
item. 
1. Traditional bullying is a problem at this school. A B c 
2. I am aware that students at my school are A B c 
traditionally bullied. 
3. I have seen students being traditionally bullied at A B c 
my school this year. 
4. It is evident to me that someone who is being A B c 
traditionally bullied needs help. 
5. Inappropriate comments can hurt someone's  A B c 
feelings, even if the person making the comments says 
they are joking. 
6 .  I think traditional bullying is hurtful and damaging A B c 
to others. 
7 .  I feel personally responsible to intervene and assist A B c 
in resolving traditional bullying incidents. 
8 .  I believe it is my responsibility to try and stop A B c 
events of traditional bullying. 
9. I believe that my actions can help to reduce A B c 
traditional bullying. 
10. I have the skills to support a student who is being A B c 
treated disrespectfully. 
11. I know what to say to get a student to stop A B c 
traditionally bullying another student. 
12 . I can help get someone out of a situation where he A B c 
or she is being traditionally bullied. 
13. I would tell a group of students to stop using A B c 
inappropriate language or behaviors if I see or hear 
them. 
14. I would say something to a student who is acting A B c 
mean or disrespectful to a more vulnerable student. 
15 . I would tell a student to stop using put-downs A B c 
when talking about someone else. 
16 . If I saw a student I did not know very well being A B c 
traditionally bullied at school, I would help get him or 
her out of the situation. 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
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Appendix B 
Teacher Bystander Intervention Model in Cyberbullying 
(Notice event, Interpret event as emergency, Accept responsibility, Knowledge of how to help) 
Cyberbullying Defmition: Willful and repeated harm 
inflicted through the use of computers, cell phones, and 
other electronic devices. 
Indicate how much you agree or disagree with each Strongly Disagree Neutral 
statement below by circling one response for each Disagree 
item. 
1 .  Cyberbullying is a problem at this school. A B c 
2. I am aware that students at my school are A B c 
cyberbullied. 
3. I have witnessed events of cyberbullying at my A B c 
school this year. 
4. It is evident to me that someone who is being A B c 
cyberbullied needs help. 
5. Inappropriate comments online can hurt someone's A B c 
feelings, even if the person making the comments says 
they are joking. 
6. I think cyberbullying is hurtful and damaging to A B c 
others. 
7 .  I feel personally responsible to intervene and assist A B c 
in resolving cyberbullying incidents. 
8. I believe it is my responsibility to try and stop A B c 
events of cyberbullying. 
9. I believe that my actions can help to reduce A B c 
cyberbullying. 
1 0. I have the skills to support a student who is being A B c 
treated disrespectfully online. 
1 1 . I know what to say to get a student to stop A B c 
cvberbullving another student. 
1 2. I can help get someone out of a situation where he A B c 
or she is being cyberbullied. 
1 3. I would tell a group of students to stop using A B c 
inappropriate language or behaviors online. 
1 4. I would say something to a student who is acting A B c 
mean or disrespectful online to a more vulnerable 
student. 
1 5. I would tell a student to stop using put-downs A B c 
when talking about someone else online. 
1 6 . If a student I did not know very well was being A B c 
bullied online, I would help get him or her out of the 
situation. 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
D E 
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Appendix C 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) 
Indicate how well each statement below describes Does Not Describes 
you by circling one response for each item. Describe Me Very 
Me Well Well 
l .  I often have tender, concerned feelings for people A B c D E 
less fortunate than me. (EC) 
2. I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the A B c D E 
"other guy's" point of view. (PT) (-) 
3 .  Sometimes I don't feel very sorry for other people A B c D E 
when they are having problems. (EC) (-) 
4. I try to look at everybody's side of a disagreement A B c D E 
before I make a decision. (PT) 
5. When I see someone being taken advantage of, I A B c D E 
feel kind of protective towards them. (EC) 
6. I sometimes try to understand my friends better by A B c D E 
imagining how things look from their perspective. 
(PT) 
7 .  Other people's misfortunes do not usually disturb A B c D E 
me a great deal. (EC) (-) 
8. If I'm sure I'm right about something, I don't waste A B c D E 
much time listening to other people's arguments. (PT) 
(-) 
9. When I see someone being treated unfairly, I A B c D E 
sometimes don't feel very much pity for them. (EC) (-) 
1 0. I am often quite touched by things that I see A B c D E 
happen. (EC) 
1 1 . I believe that there are two sides to every question A B c D E 
and try to look at them both. (PT) 
1 2. I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted A B c D E 
person. (EC) 
1 3 .  When I'm upset at someone, I usually try to "put A B c D E 
myself in his shoes " for a while .  (PT) 
1 4. Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how A B c D E 
1 would feel if l were in their place. (PT) 
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Appendix D 
School Bullying Severity Scale for Teachers (SBSS-T) 
Definition:  
Bullying is a malicious and repetitive behavior that can cause damage to a victim's body, 
mind, property or rights under the circumstance of power imbalance. Bullying has 
following characteristics : 1. Someone or a group intends to assault and harm others 
mentally or physically: 2. Someone or a group exerts malicious behaviors repeatedly over a 
period of time: 3. Bullying behaviors usually involve power imbalance (e.g. many against 
less. the strong against the weak. and the powerful against the powerless). However, it 
should be clarified that playful teasing or horsing around in a friendly way is not bullying. 
A quarrel or a fight between both sides with balanced power is not regarded as bullying 
either. 
Indicate how serious you consider each statement Less More 
below by circling one response for each item. Serious Serious 
1. A students' friendship being ruined 1 2 3 4 5 
2. A student being cursed at 1 2 3 4 5 
3. A student being criticized online 1 2 3 4 5 
4. A students' belongings being destroyed 1 2 3 4 5 
5. A student being ostracized 1 2 3 4 5 
6. A student being spoken ill of in public 1 2 3 4 5 
7 .  A student being hit and kicked 1 2 3 4 5 
8. A student being threatened 1 2 3 4 5 
9. A student being forced to do something 1 2 3 4 5 
1 0. A student being the target of an online rumor 1 2 3 4 5 
1 1 . A student being laughed at 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2. A student being shoved or tripped 1 2 3 4 5 
1 3. A student being teased online 1 2 3 4 5 
1 4. A student being extorted 1 2 3 4 5 
1 5. A student being excluded from group work 1 2 3 4 5 
1 6. A student being the target of text-message rumors 1 2 3 4 5 
1 7. A student being isolated 1 2 3 4 5 
